Introduction
Most language teaching specialists today hold the view that the aim of second language teaching should be to facilitate learners' acquisition of so-called "communicative competence".
Leaving aside the many questions concerning the meaning and use of this term that are being hotly debated in the literature, I will use the term "communicative competence" to refer to the system(s) of knowledge that underlie the ability to use a language both accurately, that is, in a grammatically correct way, and appropriately in different social and situational contexts. 1 It is with the latter aspect of communicative competence in particular, viz. the knowledge underlying the ability to use a language appropriately in context, that this paper will be concerned. Let us call this aspect of communicative competence "pragmatic competence".2
Teachers, teacher trainers, curriculum designers and materials writers faced with the task of producing not only grammatically competent, but also pragmatically competent second language speakers, need answers to~uestions such as the following:
(1) What does it mean to be pragmatically competent in a language?
(2) What aspect(s) of pragmatic competence can be assumed to be universal and can therefore be expected to carry over from the learner's mother tongue?
How can the development of pragmatic competence in a second language be facilitated?
Providing answers to questions such as (1) and (2) in particular is a concern of linguistics, with linguistics being taken in a broad sense to include disciplines such as pragmatics, sociolinguistics and psycholinguistics. The third question, being a question about teaching practice, is perhaps not first and foremost a linguistic question. However, given that the answer to this question is, at least to a certain extent, dependent on the answers given to the first two questions, it is also, partly, a linguistic question.
The aim of this paper is to highlight the contribution that a field of linguistic research known as cross-cultural pragmatics has made and could potentially make to answering questions such as (1 )- (3) A number of these claims will be presented in section 3 below. However, the fact that these initial universality claims were based almost exclusively on evidence from
English and languages closely related to English has given rise to the criticism that they reflect an anglocentric bias.
As will be shown in section 3, this criticism is supported by the findings of a growing number of studies that compare the ways in which particular speech acts are performed in different languages and cultures. The results of these studies and the insights they offer into the way in which cultural differences are encoded in speech act performance, has important implications for first and second language teaching in linguistically and culturally diverse societies.
A brief look at some of these implications in section 4 should give an indication of the direction in which answers to question (3) must eventually be sought. Section 2 will deal, very bri~fly, with question (1) Hymes (1972) , Munby (1978) , Canale and Swain (1980) , Savignon (1983) and Canale (1983) Berns (1990:32) .
Sociolinguistic competence, according to Bachman (1990:90) , is "knowledge of the sociolinguistic conventions for performing language functions appropriately in a given context". Returning to our example, then, we may say that the knowledge determining the choice of the expression Good evening. sir! These components include "an assumption that the speaker has authority over the addressee, the intention of protecting the addressee from evil, and good feelings towards the addressee". The concepts of authority, responsibility and care do not form part of the concept encoded by the English word warning, according to Wierzbicka (1991:153) .
A second example comes from an Australian Aboriginal language.
In the language of the Yolngu people, according to Wierzbicka (1991 :158) , it is impossible to express what in English is termed "thanks". This is because, in the culture of the Yolngu, people do things for one of two reasons only: either because they want to, or else because they have a kinshipbased obligation to fulfil. So, if you should give one of these people a lift in your boat, he or she automatically assumes that you wanted to do so. You should not, therefore, expect an expression of "thanks" in the English sense of the term.
Examples such as these, according to Wierzbicka (1991:151) , provide clear evidence that speech acts are not necessarily language-and culture-independent natural conceptual kinds, to which different languages merely attach different labels.
As to the question whether the assumption holds that all languages at least have speech acts belonging to all the proposed basic types, viz. representatives, directives, commissives, etc., the answer still has to be the one given by Schmidt and Richards (1980:138) :" in fact there has been no ethnographic research carried out to confirm or disprove the assumption".
Let us turn to the second question, seem particularly odd and amusing -from a Polish point of view "
It would seem, then, that even if it could be maintained that, in very general terms, the same kinds of strategies for realizing a request are available in all languages, it is still the case that the specific realization of these strategies differs from language to language. So, too, does the subset of conventionally indirect strategies which are considered to be the standard or preferred ones for performing requests indirectly in a particular language. According to Wierzbicka (1991 :26) , the claim that all languages share exactly the same strategies for realizing speech acts indirectly is just one more example of the mistaken assumption that Anglo-Saxon conventions hold for human behaviour in general.
Having said that, we have in fact, also partly answered the third of our questions concerning the universality of illocu-tionary competence (cf. (4iii) above), i.e. the question of whether all languages make available the same linguistic options for encoding the various pragmatic strategies by which a given speech act may be realized.
As we have just seen, the answer to this question must be negative, at least as far as conventionally indirect strategies are concerned.
There is abundant evidence in the literature that, even when closely related languages share an indirect pragmatic strategy, it may be the case that they encode this strategy differently.
A comparison of the different linguistic forms by which the indirect request strategies of questioning the addressee's ability or willingness to perform the desired act are encoded in English and Hebrew, according to Blum-Kulka (1982:34-35) , will serve to illustrate this point.
a. Ability questions
ii. would seem at first blush. However, as the content of the notion is highly theory-dependent, a full clarification would take us far beyond the scope of this paper. 9 I will therefore concentrate on one particular account of politeness.
In this account, Brown and Levinson (1987) cates not only a request, but also the desire to be polite.
The question, now, is whether there is a systematic relationship between the choice of specific speech act strategies and the desire to be polite, and whE!ther this relationship holds universally. Searle (1975:641 maintained that " ordinary conversational requirements of polite: ness normally make it awkward to issue flat imperative sentences (e.g. Leave the room) or .explicit performatives (e.g ..I order you to leave the room), and we seek therefore to find indirect means to our illocutionary ends (e.g. I wonder if you would mind leaving the room).
In directives, politeness is the chief motivation for indirectness."
The implication of Searle's claim is that there is a systematic and universally stable relationship between a speaker's desire to be polite (and a hearer's recognition of this desire), on the one hand, and the degree of (in)directness of the strategy chosen to realize the speech act. Given the scale of directness for requesting strategies proposed by Blum-Kulka and her associates see (6) Both Thomas (1983) and Wierzbicka (1991) have questioned the validity of claims such as those that we have been examining. 59ff) and Thomas (1983:106ff) argue that norms other than politeness may be the chief motivation for the choice of particular speech act strategies in other languages and cultures:
norms such as cordiality, truthfulness or sincerity. The emphasis on politeness, defined as respect for another's face, reflects the high value placed on the autonomy of the individual in Anglo-Saxon culture, according to Wierzbicka (1991: 52) .
In the Polish culture, by contrast, attributes such as warmth, sincerity and affection are more highly valued than personal autonomy. Therefore, the choice of speech act strategie~by speakers of Polish can never be adequately explained with reference to a norm such as politeness. Rather, a different norm must be used: one which reflects Polish cultural values rather than Anglo-Saxon ones.
Conclusion
I have tried to identify very briefly some of the claims that have been made regarding the universality of aspects of pragmatic competence. 10 I have also trief to show that claims such as these may not be correct. In doing so, I focused on one particular line of argumentation against these claims and on the kind of evidence on which the argumentation is based.
It was not my aim to be complete or balanced in my overview. In section 3 we saw that many aspects of pragmatic competence which were initially hypothesized to be universal have since been argued to be language-specific or culture-specific. The question that now arises is why the issue of universality, a linguistic issue, should be of interest to language teachers.
To answer this question, let us consider what consequences it
would have for second language learners if teachers wrongly assumed aspects of pragmatic competence to be universal when they were in fact language-or culture-specific.
A first possible consequence of wrongly assuming to be universal, aspects of pragmatic competence that are in fact language-or culture-specific, is that the task of the second language learner may be seriously underestimated. It may be assumed, for instance, that a second language learner of English already knows what it means to request, to insist, to hint, to suggest, etc., whereas this may not be the case.
Rather, it may be that these speech acts are not conceptualized in the same way in the learner's language or culture as they are in the target language. To take another example: it may be assumed that the learner already knows the basic strategies for realizing speech acts and that he or she merely needs to learn how these strategies are linguistically encoded in the target language. In fact, however, there may be considerable differences between the ways in which speech acts are realized in the learner's mother tongue and the ways in which they can be realized in the target language. if there is anything universal about rules of speaking, it is the tendency of members of one speech community to judge the speech behavior of others by their own standards. It is exactly this lack of knowledge about sociolinguistic diversity which lies at the root of most intercultural misunderstanding."
In a linguistically and culturally diverse society all speakers need to be made aware of the diversity of social and cultural value systems and in the ways in which they are expressed through language. In Thomas's (1983:110) words, "Helping students to understand the way pragmatic principles operate in other cultures, encouraging them to look for the different pragmatic or discoursal norms which may underlie national and ethnlc stereotyping, is to go some way towards eliminating simplistic and ungenerous interpretations of people whose linguistic behaviour is superficially different from their own." This is the task of those i~volved in language teaching. The linguist's task is to undertake the research that is necessary to ensure that those involved in language teaching are as wellinformed about pragmatic aspects of language as they are about grammar.
NOTES
1. An excellent overview of different interpretations and uses of the term "communicative competence" is given in (Taylor 1988 ).
2.
Throughout this paper a terminological distinction will be made between "competence" and "performance". The term "competence" will be used to refer to knowledge of 
8.
The study is cited in (Wolfson 1989:101 12.
Cf. Schmidt and Richards 1980 :140-141, Thomas 1983 :101-108, and Wolfson 1989 :chapters 1, 2, 4 and 7 for insightful discussion of the difficulties involved in becoming pragmatically competent in a second language.
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